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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 


This report presents the results of a study into Marine Corps organizational 
culture. This report is being submitted to the Naval Postgraduate School’s Senior 
Marine in partial fulfillment of the requirements of an Executive Masters in Business 
Administration program. 

Organizational culture consists of all of the taken for granted values and 
underlying assumptions that characterize an organization and its members (Robbins & 
Judge, 2012). It is the tie that binds an organization together (Cameron & Quinn, 2011). 
Organizational performance is often linked to organizational culture (Robbin & Judge, 
2012), and can change in response to internal or external stimuli (Cameron & Quinn, 
2011 ). 


The Organizational Culture Assessment Instrument (OCAI) is based on the 
Competing Values Framework, which characterizes culture as a competition between 
flexibility and discretion versus stability and control on one hand, and internal focus and 
integration versus external focus and differentiation on the other. This struggle results 
in four common cultures: clan, adhocracy, market, and hierarchy. (Cameron & Quinn, 
2011 ) 


The Organizational Culture Assessment Instrument was administered to Marine 
Officers (students) at the Naval Postgraduate School by the Senior Marine Staff in 
December of 2014. In all, 173 questionnaires were completed. Data from these 
questionnaires were put in a spreadsheet and forwarded to the author for subsequent 
analysis. 

Analysis found that Marine Corps organizational culture is currently 21.2 percent 
clan, 13.4 percent adhocracy, 35.4 percent market, and 29.9 percent hierarchy. The 
current organizational culture is weighted toward stability and control, as well as toward 
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external focus and differentiation. The data reveals a desire to move toward flexibility 
and discretion, and external focus and differentiation. Specifically, the data reveals the 
desire to move from hierarchy and toward adhocracy culture in terms of the Dominant 
Characteristic, Management of Employees, and Organizational Glue dimensions. The 
data also reveals a desire to move from market and toward clan culture in the 
Organizational Leadership dimension. 

No distinguishable Company and Field Grade sub-cultures are noted, suggesting 
that current Marine Corps organizational culture is vertically homogeneous 
(characteristic of high-functioning organizations). Current Marine Corps organizational 
culture contains marginally distinguishable Service Group or community sub-cultures. 
Air Officers find the current organizational culture more market-like, while Ground 
Officers find the current organizational culture more clan-like. Service Support Officers 
are essentially a hybrid of the Air and Ground sub-cultures. 

The value of cultural change is illustrated with a story about the New United 
Motors Manufacturing Incorporated (NUMMI) plant in Fremont, California. The value of 
initiating organizational culture change in the Marine Corps is briefly discussed, as well 
as the idea that individual change is the key to organizational change via a known six 
step process. 

Finally, recommendations are made, to include recommendations for future work. 
The principle recommendation is to initiate internal discussion and raise awareness of 
the value of organizational culture, and the need to manage it, by publishing the current 
and preferred Marine Corps organizational culture profiles in a visible venue like the 
Marine Corps Gazette. 



I. INTRODUCTION AND PROJECT OBJECTIVES 


A. INTRODUCTION 

The Naval Postgraduate School (NPS) Senior Marine Office contracted this study 
in an effort to give academic rigor to the concept and characterization of Marine Corps 
culture. 

This report is organized into four chapters and three appendices. Chapter 1 
contains an introduction, background, and project objectives. Chapter 2 summarizes 
the methodology and framework used, as well as the scope of this project. Chapter 3 
presents the results and analysis of data generated via the methods and framework 
outlined in Chapter 2. Chapter 4 presents conclusions based on the content of Chapter 
3, as well as recommendations based on these same results. Appendices A, B, and C 
contain the Organizational Culture Assessment Instrument (OCAI) instructions, the 
OCAI (given to NPS Marines), and summarized results, respectively. 


B. BACKGROUND 

i. ORGANIZATIONAL CULTURE & COMPETING VALUES 

Organizational culture includes, but is not limited to, all of the taken-for-granted 
values, underlying assumptions, common expectations, shared terminology and 
language, collective lore, uniforms and other identifying artifacts, and definitions that 
characterize an organization and its members (Robbins & Judge, 2012). Often 
unnoticed, culture is the proverbial tie that binds an organization together (Cameron & 
Ouinn, 2011). Organizations with homogeneous, well-developed culture are generally 
more effective (Cameron & Ouinn, 2011; Robbins & Judge, 2012). Or, to put it another 
way, organizational performance is linked to organizational culture. Although regularly 
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perceived as static, organizational culture changes in response to internal and external 
threats and other stimuli (Cameron & Quinn, 2011). 

To date, the concept of Marine Corps culture has been primarily rooted in lore 
and conjecture (Cooling & Turner, undated). A rudimentary internet search reveals that 
Marine culture has never been rigorously diagnosed or analyzed using a formal 
framework. This study characterizes Marine Corps organizational culture in terms of the 
Competing Values Framework, using the Organizational Culture Assessment 
Instrument (OCAI). The theoretical underpinnings of the Competing Values Framework, 
as well as the reliability and validity of the OCAI, were outlined by Cameron and Quinn 
(2011). In addition, these same authors (teamed with others) outlined how the 
framework can be practically leveraged by leadership in order to create value in 
organizations (Cameron, et. al., 2006). The prevalence of the OCAI makes it 
particularly valuable for this study or for a comparative analysis. 

The OCAI is based on the Competing Values Framework, which frames 
organizational culture as a competition between flexibility/discretion and stability/control 
on one hand, and internal focus/integration and external focus/differentiation on the 
other. This struggle yields four types of common cultures: clan, adhocracy, market, 
and hierarchy. Collaboration dominates in a clan culture; creation or innovation is 
characteristic of an adhocracy; competition dominates in a market culture; and, control 
is characteristic of a hierarchy culture. Most organizations are a mix of each culture 
type, but may be dominated by one. Table 1 summarizes and provides examples of 
each culture. 
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Culture Type 

Values | 

Characteristic(s) 

Goal 

Examples 

Adhocracy 

Flexibility & Discretion 

External Focus & Differentiation 

Ability to adapt quickly to 
changing conditions; 
empowered employees 

Create 

High-tech Start-up; 

International 

Terrorism 

Clan 

Flexibility & Discretion 

Internal Focus & Integration 

Commonality of goals & 
values; family ortribe- 
like 

Collaborate 

Firefighting Team or 
Police Force; Afghan 
Tribal Insurgents 

Hierarchy 

Stabilty & Control 

Internal Focus & Integration 

Clearly defined pyramid 
structure, rules & roles; 
considerable oversight 

Control 

U.S. Government 

Service Org.; 
Traditional Army* 

Market 

Stabilty & Control 

External Focus & Differentiation 

Competiveness with 
market competitors; 
competive employees 

Compete 

Manufacturing 
Company; Mining 
Company 


*Gerras, Wong, & Allen (2008) 


Table 1. The four common cultures that emerge from the Competing Values 
Framework, and their dominate characteristics & goals. 


ii. MARINE CORPS ORGANIZATIONAL CULTURE 

Founded by resolution of the Continental Congress in 1775, the United States 
Marine Corps has evolved from a small force primarily responsible for shipboard 
security and limited power projection ashore to the premier combined arms force in the 
world and a key tool for American foreign policy (Lejeune, 1921; Floffman, 2002; 
Cooling & Turner, undated; MCI 7109B, 1991). 

The Marine Corps has a proud history of (and reputation for) innovation, and a 
culture that empowers decision making at the lowest level while enabling innovation at 
all levels (Cooling & Turner, undated). This culture is arguably what differentiates the 
Marine Corps from other services, particularly the Army (Gerras, Wong, & Allen), and 
may have contributed to the growth, success, and value of the Marine Corps as a 
fighting force over its storied history (Hoffman, 2002). 

(Note: this is all taken for granted by the client. As such, deleting in lieu of 
referencing). 
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Like any organization, the Marine Corps must evolve in order to survive. There is 
no right or wrong culture, only organizations that survive and those that fail in light of 
their competitors, challengers, or challenges (Cameron & Quinn, 2011; Robbins & 
Judge, 2012). (Note: this paragraph passed muster without citation(s) in the proposal. 
This was more of the motivation, rather than something that needs reference. Since 
this motivation is implied to any Marine reader, deleting it.) This study focused on 
measuring Marine Corps organizational culture. 


C. PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

The primary objective of this project was to diagnose Marine Corps 
organizational culture. The secondary objective was to gather data on how the culture 
should look in order for the organization to thrive in the next 5 years. In order to 
accomplish these objectives, the OCAI was administered by the Office of the Senior 
Marine to all Marine students at the Naval Postgraduate School. Data generated from 
this exercise was subsequently shared with and analyzed by the author. 

Data analysis was designed to address the following research questions in 
support of the primary and secondary objectives: 

In terms of the competing values framework, what does the Marine Corps 
culture profile look like today; and how does this generally compare with other 
organizations? 

Is there a difference between Marine Corps culture as it is today and as it 
should be to address perceived challenges over the next 5 years? 

- Do field grade and company grade officers perceive Marine Corps culture 
differently; are there field grade & company grade sub-cultures? 
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Do combat arms, aviation, and service support personnel perceive Marine 
Corps culture differently; are there combat arms, aviation, and service support 
sub-cultures? 

In terms of the six key dimensions assessed with the OCAI, how should 
Marine Corps organizational culture be adjusted to effectively address current 
and future competitors or challenges? 
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II. 


METHODOLOGY AND SCOPE 


A questionnaire, based on the Cameron and Quinn’s (2011) Organizational 
Culture Assessment Instrument (OCAI) was administered to Marine students at the 
Naval Postgraduate School by the Senior Marine Staff in December of 2014. Appendix 
A contains the instructions that were read to the students just before filling out the 
questionnaire. Appendix B is a blank copy of the OCAI administered. The OCAI was 
given to the target population as a hardcopy, single-page, front-back document during a 
single all-Marine meeting. 

The target population was 204. Some students were naturally absent from the 
meeting, and some questionnaires were not filled out properly (and, thereby not used 
for this study). In all, 173 questionnaires were completed properly, resulting in an 85- 
percent participation rate. Whether this sample and the results are a true 
representation of Marine Corps organizational culture is arguable. However, based on 
the size, representative nature of the sample population, and statistical analysis 
(discussed later), it is reasonable to assume the group is representative of the larger 
population. Verification of this assumption is beyond the scope of the present study. 

The survey results and demographic information were put in a spreadsheet, by 
the Marine Staff, and forwarded to the author. For completeness and future continuity, 
the spreadsheet data is provided in Appendix C. In order to determine if sub-cultures 
exist (see the objectives section in Chapter II), the total population (N= 173) was divided 
into “peer group” and “service community” sub-populations. Table 2 summarizes 
population data. Company Grade includes any Officer in the rank of 2nd Lieutenant, 1st 
Lieutenant, and Captain; while, Field Grade includes any Officer in the rank of Major, 
Lieutenant Colonel, and Colonel. Air Combat includes all pilot Military Occupational 
Specialties (MOSs); Ground Combat includes all Combat Arms MOSs; and, Service 
Support includes all other MOSs. The population of each rank and specific MOS was 
intentionally withheld from the researcher because this level of differentiation was not 


7 



considered useful and was beyond the scope of the present study. In addition, it is 
assumed that no sub-cultures exist based on race, sex, sexual orientation, creed, or any 
other demographic. This level of discretization is beyond the scope of the present 
study. 



Sub-group 

Sub-population 

Total Population 

Peer Group 

Company Grade 

120 

173 

Field Grade 

53 

Service 

Community 

Air Combat 

41 

Ground Combat 

39 

Service Support 

93 


Table 2 . Summary of sample population showing a total population of N = 173 and 
populations of the respective sub-groups. 

The data was analysed in accordance with Cameron & Quinn (2011). Total 
sample data was used to generate a Marine Corps culture profile, while data 
associated with each sub-population was used to generate sub-group profiles. In 
addition, the total sample data was analysed in terms of the, so-called, six key 
dimensions of organizational culture: Dominate Characteristic, Organizational 

Leadership, Management of Employees, Organizational Glue, Strategic Emphasis, and 
Criteria of Success. Profiles were generated for each of these dimensions. 

The sample data was analysed using the Cronbach alpha method (Cronback, 
1951) to verify validity, reliability, and internal consistency. In addition, a 95-percent 
confidence interval was calculated for the sample data using typical statistical 
techniques. 

The results of these efforts are summarized in the next chapter. Insights, 
implications, and recommendations based on this analysis are outlined in chapter 4. 
Note, suggestions to initiate cultural change are beyond the scope of the present work. 
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III. RESULTS AND ANALYSIS 


A. RESULTS 

Organizational Culture Assessment Instrument (OCAI) results are generally 
summarized and presented as radar plots termed profiles (Cameron and Ouinn, 2011). 
The following sections present OCAI profiles generated to address the objectives of this 
study. Table 5 (in the Analysis section) summarizes these data. In addition, detailed 
discussion of these profiles are in the Analysis section. 


i. MARINE CORPS ORGANIZATIONAL CULTURE PROFILE 

Figure 1 shows the Marine Corps Organizational Culture Profile. This 
profile is based on analysis of total population data (N = 173). 
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Clan Flexibility & Discretion Adhocracy 



Figure 1 . Marine Corps OCAI profile. 
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II. 


PEER GROUP SUB-CULTURE PROFILES 


Figure 2 presents profile data by peer group. Company Grade (N = 120) 
includes any Officer in the rank of 2nd Lieutenant, 1st Lieutenant, & Captain; while, 
Field Grade (N = 53) includes any Officer in the rank of Major, Lieutenant Colonel, and 
Colonel, respectively. Peer Group sub-cultures are plotted on the same axis for ease of 
comparison. 


Clan Flexibility & Discretion Adhocracy 



Figure 2 . Field and Company Grade Peer Group OCAI profile(s). 
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iii. SERVICE COMMUNITY SUB-CULTURE PROFILES 


Figure 3 presents profile data by Service Group. Air Combat includes all 
pilot Military Occupational Specialties (MOSs) (N = 41); Ground Combat includes all so- 
called Combat Arms MOSs (N = 39); and, Service Support includes all other MOSs (N = 
93). Service Group sub-cultures are plotted on the same axis for ease of comparison. 


Clan 

(Collaborate) 


Hierarchy 

(Control) 


Flexibility & Discretion 

A 



Adhocracy 

(Create) 


Air Now 
Air Preferred 
Ground Now 
Ground Preferred 
Service Now 
Service Preferred 


Stability & Control 


Market 

(Compete) 


Figure 3 . Air, Ground, & Service Support Community OCAI profile(s). 


12 































iv. SIX KEY DIMENSION PROFILES 


Figures 4-9 are profiles for each of Cameron and Quinn’s (2011) six key 
dimensions (Dominate Characteristic, Organizational Leadership, Management of 
Employees, Organizational Glue, Strategic Emphasis, and Criteria of Success) of 
organizational culture for total sample data. The sample size for each profile was N = 
173. 


Clan Flexibility & Discretion Adhocracy 



Figure 4 . Key dimension profile for Marine Corps: Dominant Characteristic. 
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Clan Flexibility & Discretion Adhocracy 



Figure 5 . Key dimension profile for Marine Corps: Organizational Leadership. 
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Clan Flexibility & Discretion Adhocracy 



Figure 6 . Key dimension profile for Marine Corps: Management of Employees. 
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Clan 

(Collaborate) 


Flexibility & Discretion 

A 


Adhocracy 

(Create) 



Hierarchy 

(Control) 


T 

Stability & Control 


Market 

(Compete) 


Figure 7 . Key dimension profile for Marine Corps: Organizational Glue. 
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Clan Flexibility & Discretion Adhocracy 



Figure 8 . Key dimension profile for Marine Corps: Strategic Emphasis. 
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Clan 

(Collaborate) 


Flexibility & Discretion 

A 


Adhocracy 

(Create) 



Hierarchy 

(Control) 


Y 

Stability & Control 


Market 

(Compete) 


Figure 9 . Key dimension profile for Marine Corps: Criteria of Success. 
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B. ANALYSIS 


STATISTICAL ANALYSIS 

a. CRONBACH ALPHA METHOD 


Cronbach’s alpha method (1951) is used for statistical analysis of 
continuous and non-dichotomous data, and yields a lower-bound estimate for the 
reliability of psychometric tests. In order to gauge the validity and reliability of the 
sample data, coefficients of internal consistency were calculated using the Cronbach 
method. 


The results of this analysis, along with coefficients reported by other 
authors (as reported by Cameron and Quinn (2011), with the exception of Berrio (2003) 
which was not reported by Cameron and Quinn), are summarized in Table 3. Based on 
comparison with the reported coefficients, the data gathered by the Senior Marine 
Office, and used for this study, was deemed reliable. 


Culture Type 

Quinn & 
Spreitzer 
(1991) 

Yeung, 
Brockbank, & 
Ulrich (1991) 

Zammuto & 

Krakower 

(1991) 

Berrio (2003) 

Current 

Study 

Adhocracy 

0.79 

0.80 

0.83 

0.74 

0.74 

Clan 

0.74 

0.79 

0.82 

0.79 

0.84 

Hierarchy 

0.73 

0.76 

0.67 

0.71 

0.76 

Market 

0.71 

0.77 

0.78 

0.87 

0.88 


Table 3 . Coefficients of internal consistency, generated with Cronbach’s alpha method, 
showing that the data gathered for this study is statistically reliable and consistent. 


b. CONFIDENCE INTERVAL 


Table 4 presents the mean and standard deviation for total sample data. 
Using standard statistics techniques, this information was analysed to generate a 
confidence interval for the given sample (N = 173). For the sampled population and a 
95 percent confidence interval, +/- 2 is expected for each of the OCAI scores for the 
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present (“now”) and future (“preferred”) cultures listed (in the table and throughout this 
report). Note: STD is standard deviation, whereas the confidence interval is 



Culture 

Score 

STD 



(AVG) 


Clan (Collaborate) 

21.2 

12.7 

Now 

Adhocracy (Create) 

13.4 

9.3 

Market (Compete) 

35.4 

17.8 


Hierarchy (Control) 

29.9 

17.4 


Clan (Collaborate) 

26.1 

11.6 

Preferred 

Adhocracy (Create) 

22.4 

11.9 

Market (Compete) 

29.6 

14.1 


Hierarchy (Control) 

21.8 

10.7 


Table 4 . Summary of OCAI score (which is synonymous with the average (AVG) 
sample response) and standard deviation for the “now” and “preferred” cultures of 
Marine Officer surveyed at the Naval Postgraduate School in December 2014. 
Tabulated data was used to calculate a 95 percent confidence interval. 


c. MEANINGFUL “NOW” & “PREFERRED” INTERVAL 

In all cases, a discrepancy between the “now” and “preferred” cultures 
was observed in the data, implying desire for change in the organizational culture by the 
respective populations or that a sub-culture exists, respectively. This does not imply 
that the current is “bad”, only that those surveyed believe that change is necessary in 
order to address current and future competitors or challenges. With the differences in 
mind, the question then becomes, what interval (or difference between the “now” and 
“preferred”) is relevant and worthy of leadership attention? 

The calculated confidence interval suggests that a minimum interval of 4 
points is required for significance. Or to put it another way, if each score has an error of 
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+/- 2 points, then an minimum interval of 4 points would represent (with statistically 
certainty) a true difference between the “now” and “preferred” scores. However, in light 
of the confidence interval being calculated in aggregate (rather than for individual 
culture types - a step which was done for simplicity) and in order to err on the side of 
caution, an interval greater than 8 points was considered significant, and worthy of 
targeting for change initiatives, for the purposes of this study. The 8-point interval was 
chosen to focus the following analysis, and allows leadership to concentrate on the top 
33% of identified, desired cultural changes (the most pronounced differences). 

Cameron and Quinn (2011) suggest a 5-point interval as worthy of 
leadership attention or for identifying sub-cultures. In this study, the Cameron and Quiin 
(2011) 5-point interval was used to identify the existence of sub-cultures, but not 
cultural change initiatives. 


ii. QUALITATIVE ANALYSIS 


Table 5 is a summary of the results. Tabulated values are more conducive to 
analysis and now-preferred threshold interval identification. 





Peer Group 

Service Community 

Six Key Dimension of Organizational Culture 



USMC 

Field 

Company 

Service 

Ground 

Air 

Dominate 

Organizational 

Management 

Organizational 

Strategic 

Criteria of 



Grade 

Grade 

Support 

Combat 

Combat 

Characteristic 

Leadership 

of Employees 

Glue 

Emphasis 

Success 


Clan (Collaborate) 

21.2 

20.8 

21.3 

21.0 

23.4 

19.3 

18.2 

20.5 

21.0 

24.6 

19.6 

23.3 

Now 

Adhocracy (Create) 

13.4 

13.3 

13.4 

14.0 

13.1 

12.1 

13.0 

14.0 

13.0 

11.0 

17.0 

12.0 

Market (Compete) 

35.4 

38.5 

34.1 

35.4 

32.0 

38.7 

38.0 

40.0 

35.0 

34.0 

32.0 

34.0 


Hierarchy (Control) 

29.9 

27.4 

31.0 

29.3 

31.5 

30.0 

31.4 

25.2 

30.8 

30.2 

31.5 

30.0 


Clan (Collaborate) 

26.1 

26.9 

25.8 

26.6 

27.1 

23.9 

22.0 

25.0 

26.0 

30.0 

26.0 

28.0 

Preferred 

Adhocracy (Create) 

22.4 

20.7 

23.1 

22.6 

22.5 

21.5 

26.0 

24.0 

25.0 

20.0 

22.0 

17.0 

Market (Compete) 

29.6 

31.8 

28.7 

28.2 

29.5 

33.1 

32.5 

27.0 

31.0 

29.0 

27.0 

31.0 


Hierarchy (Control) 

21.8 

20.6 

22.4 

22.5 

20.9 

21.5 

20.0 

24.0 

18.0 

20.0 

25.0 

25.0 


Table 5 . Table summarizing results of the Organizational Culture Assessment 
Instrument administered to 173 Naval Post-graduate School Marine Officers in 
December 2014. 
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a. OBJECTIVE 1 

Objective 1: In terms of the competing values framework, what does the 
Marine Corps culture profile look like today; how does this generally compare with other 
organizations? 

The current Marine Corps culture profile is shown in Figure 1 and under 
the brown heading in Table 5. The current culture is weighted toward stability and 
control and evenly balanced between external focus and differentiation & internal focus 
and integration. A market, or competitive, culture dominates (35.4 percent), with the 
hierarchy (29.9 percent), clan (21.2 percent), adhocracy (13.4 percent) cultures also 
expressed to the extents indicated. 

The current Marine Corps profile is similar to an “average”, mature 
organization’s culture as reported by Cameron and Ouinn (2011) and based on data 
from more than 1,000 organizations. Unfortunately, actual OCAI data is not available 
for the Army. However, the current Marine Corps profile is different from the Army 
profile as conjectured by Gerras, Wong, and Allen (2008). In terms of industries, the 
current Marine Corps profile most closely resembles the average profile for the 
transportation, communications, electric, gas, and sanitary industries (N = 127 
organizations) or the construction industry (N = 9 organizations) as reported by 
Cameron and Ouinn (2011). These industries are highly regulated and service oriented. 
Of note, the current Marine Corps is quite different from average government 
organization or public administration profiles reported by this same source. 

b. OBJECTIVE 2 

Objective 2: Is there a difference between Marine Corps culture as 
it is today and as it should be to address perceived challenges over the next 5 years? 
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The current and preferred Marine Corps culture profiles are shown in 
Figure 1 and under the brown heading in Table 5. In general, the sample population 
thought that Marine Corps culture should shift toward greater flexibility and discretion 
(and away from stability and control), as well as shift toward external focus and 
differentiation (and away from evenly balanced between external focus and 
differentiation & internal focus and integration). Or in more specific terms, the 
population would like to see the Marine Corp be less competitive (market culture) and 
controlling (hierarchal culture), and more family-like (clan culture) and creative 
(adhocracy). The shift from hierarchy toward adhocracy met the 8-point threshold 
previous outlined. Again, these changes were thought necessary to address current 
and future challenges over the next 5 years (see Appendix A) and are not necessarily 
indicative of a dysfunctional culture. 

c. OBJECTIVE 3 

Objective 3: Do field grade and company grade officers perceive 
Marine Corps culture differently; are there field grade & company grade sub-cultures? 

Figure 2 shows the Field and Company Grade Peer Group OCAI 
profile(s). Scores for these profiles are under the blue headings in Table 5. Company 
Grade Officers find the current Marine Corps culture a little more controlling (hierarchy) 
and less competitive (market) than their Field Grade colleagues. Company and Field 
Grades agree about the current level of collaboration (clan) and creativity (adhocracy) in 
the Marine Corps. And, both groups agreed on the preferred culture or direction that 
Marine Corps’ culture needs to go to address future challenges. 

A 5-point difference is needed to justify the existence of a sub-culture 
(Cameron and Ouinn). For this study, sufficient difference is not present, so no 
distinguishable Company and Field Grade sub-cultures exist. As such, current Marine 
Corps culture is vertically homogeneous. 
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d. OBJECTIVE 4 

Objective 4: Do combat arms, aviation, & service support personnel 
perceive Marine Corps culture differently; are there combat arms, aviation, & service 
support sub-cultures? 

Figure 3 shows the Air, Ground, & Service Support Group OCAI profile(s). 
Scores for these profiles are under the purple headings in Table 5. The Air community 
finds current Marine Corps culture a more competitive (market), while the Ground 
community finds current culture to be more family-like (clan). The Service Support 
community is a hybrid of the other two communities. All three communities agreed on 
the preferred culture or direction that Marine Corps’ culture needs to go to address 
future challenges. 

Again, a 5-point difference is needed to justify the existence of a sub¬ 
culture (Cameron and Ouinn, 2011). For this study, a 5-point difference exists between 
the current market scores for Ground and Air Officers. Given this 5-point difference, a 
Ground and Air sub-cultures exists in which Air Officers find the current culture more 
market-like and Ground Officers find it more clan-like. Furthermore, Service Support 
Officers generally bisect the difference between these communities. Current Marine 
Corps culture is near laterally homogeneous, with only marginally expressed sub¬ 
cultures related to Service Group. This result agrees with expectations, but further 
research may be needed (with a larger population size) to prove this outcome. 

e. OBJECTIVE 5 

Objective 5: In terms of the six key dimensions assessed with the OCAI, 
what changes could be made to adjust Marine Corps culture to be successful over the 
next 5 years? 


Figures 4-9 are profiles for each of the six key dimensions (Dominate 
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Characteristic, Organizational Leadership, Management of Employees, Organizational 
Glue, Strategic Emphasis, and Criteria of Success) of organizational culture for the total 
population data. Scores for these same profiles are outlined in Table 5 under the 
orange headings. Each of these characteristic dimensions will be address in turn in the 
following sections. As previously stated, an 8-point difference between the “now” and 
“preferred” culture is used as the threshold for this analysis. Recommendations for 
organizational culture initiatives that may close these 8-point gap are left to future work. 
Nonetheless, a reoccurrinq theme was noted in the data : reduce hierarchy and move 
toward an adhocracy. 

1. Dominant Characteristic 

The Dominant Characteristic dimension characterizes the overall 
nature of an organization or “what the organization is like”. The current Marine Corps 
Dominant Characteristic dimension profile is led by a market (38.0 percent) culture, with 
hierarchy (31.4 percent), clan (18.2 percent), and adhocracy (13.0 percent) also 
expressed to the degrees indicated. The surveyed population expressed a preferred 
culture of market (32.5 percent), hierarchy (20.0 percent), clan (22.0 percent), and 
adhocracy (26.0 percent). The desire to reduce hierarchy and move toward adhocracy 
met the 8-point threshold. This result agrees with the general trend highlighted in the 
Marine Corps culture profile (as stated under Objective 2 analysis): a shift toward 
greater flexibility and discretion (and away from stability and control). 

2. Organizational Leadership 

The Organizational Leadership dimension captures the leadership 
style or approach that permeates an organization. The current Marine Corps 
Organizational Leadership dimension profile is dominated by a market (40.0 percent) 
culture, with hierarchy (25.2 percent), clan (20.5 percent), and adhocracy (14.0 percent) 
also expressed . The surveyed population expressed a preferred culture of market 
(27.0 percent), hierarchy (24.0 percent), clan (25.0 percent), and adhocracy (24.0 


25 



percent). The desire to reduce market and move toward adhocracy met the 8-point 
threshold. This result also agrees with the general trend highlighted in the Marine 
Corps culture profile: a shift toward greater flexibility and discretion (and away from 
stability and control). 

3. Management of Employees 

The Management of Employees dimensions embodies the style 
that characterizes how employees are treated and what the working environment is like. 
The current Marine Corps Management of Employees dimension profile is dominated by 
a market (35.0 percent) culture, with hierarchy (30.8 percent), clan (21.0 percent), and 
adhocracy (13.0 percent) also expressed . The surveyed population expressed a 
preferred culture of market (31.0 percent), hierarchy (18.0 percent), clan (26.0 percent), 
and adhocracy (25.0 percent). The desire to reduce hierarchy and move toward 
adhocracy met the 8-point threshold. This result also agrees with the general trend 
highlighted in the Marine Corps culture profile: a shift toward greater flexibility and 
discretion (and away from stability and control). 

4. Organizational Glue 

The Organizational Glue dimension captures the bonding 
mechanism that enables an organization to stick together. The current Marine Corps 
Organizational Glue dimension profile is dominated by a market (34.0 percent) culture, 
with hierarchy (30.2 percent), clan (24.6 percent), and adhocracy (11.0 percent) also 
expressed . The surveyed population expressed a preferred culture of market (29.0 
percent), hierarchy (20.0 percent), clan (30.0 percent), and adhocracy (20.0 percent). 
The desire to reduce hierarchy and move toward adhocracy met the 8-point threshold. 
The desire to reduce market and move toward clan culture exists in this dimension, but 
did not meet the threshold for this study. These results also agree with the general 
trend highlighted in the Marine Corps culture profile: a shift toward greater flexibility and 
discretion (and away from stability and control). 
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5. Strategic Emphasis 


The Strategic Emphasis dimension defines what areas of 
prominence drive an organization’s approach to present and future competitors. The 
current Marine Corps Strategic Emphasis key dimension profile is dominated by a 
market (32.0 percent) and hierarchy (31.5 percent), with clan (19.6 percent) and 
adhocracy (17.0 percent) also expressed. The surveyed population expressed a 
preferred culture of market (27.0 percent), hierarchy (25.0 percent), clan (26.0 percent), 
and adhocracy (22.0 percent). None of the intervals met the 8-point threshold. 
Nonetheless, a general desire to move from stability and control toward flexibility and 
discretion is noted. 


6. Criteria of Success 

The Criteria of Success dimension characterizes how an organiza¬ 
tion defines success and what gets rewarded or celebrated. The current Marine Corps 
Criteria of Success key dimension profile is dominated by a market (34.0 percent) and 
hierarchy (30.0 percent), with clan (23.3 percent) and adhocracy (12.0 percent) also 
expressed to the degrees indicated in parentheses, respectively. The surveyed 
population expressed a preferred culture of market (31.0 percent), hierarchy (25.0 
percent), clan (28.0 percent), and adhocracy (17.0 percent). None of the intervals met 
the 8-point threshold. General desire to move from stability and control toward flexibility 
and discretion is noted. 
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C. ORGANIZATIONAL CULTURE CHANGE INITIATIVES 

i. THE VALUE OF CULTURAL CHANGE 

Shook (2010), Wilms, Hardcastle, & Zell (1994), and Cameron & 

Quinn (2011) have analyzed and told the story organizational culture change initiatives 
at the New United Motors Manufacturing Incorporated (NUMMI) plant in Fremont, 
California. The following excerpt from Cameron & Quinn (2011) illustrates the “power of 
culture change”: 

‘Consider the well-known case of General Motors’ auto assembly plant in Fremont, 
California. In the 1950s, General Motors had embarked on what was referred to as a “sunbelt 
strategy”: plants were built in the southern and western states. Because these are all “right to 
work” states (with few unions), the United Auto Workers (UAW) viewed this as a union-avoidance 
move on the part of the company. But, ultimately, not only were the new GM plants organized by 
the UAW, but they became among the most hostile, conflict-ridden plants in the entire 
corporation. Particularly troublesome was the plant in Fremont, California, where the Chevrolet 
Nova was assembled. It was a huge facility with several million square feet under one roof. By 
1982, the plant was operating at a disastrously low level. Absenteeism averaged 20 percent per 
year, and approximately five thousand grievances were filed each year by employees at the plant 
- the same as the total number of workers. It also translates to about twenty-one formally filed 
grievances each working day! More than two thousand of those grievances remained unresolved. 
Three or four times each year, a wildcat strike would occur (people just walked off the job). Cost 
of assembling the car were 30 percent above those of Japanese competitors, sales were trending 
downward, and ratings of both quality and productivity ranked the Fremont plant the worst in the 
company. Moreover, customer satisfaction with the Chevy Nova had hit rock bottom. 

A variety of improvement programs had been tried - quality circles, employee 
relations initiatives, statistical process control, new incentive systems, tighter controls, 
downsizing, to name a few. Nothing worked. Quality, productivity, and satisfaction levels 
remained abysmal. Of course, it doesn’t take a rocket scientist to figure out that the company 
could not afford to continue operating at that level of performance. The reputation of the entire 
corporation and all its division (Cadillac, Buick, Oldsmobile, Pontiac, Chevrolet, and GMC) was 
being negatively affected by the poor-quality product, the cost of simply keeping the plant running 
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was overly burdensome, and management had nothing but grief from this group of employees. 
The decision was made to close the plant at the end of 1982. 

Then GM did something interesting. The company approached its best competitor, 
Toyota, and offered to design and build a car together. GM was losing market share to Toyota, 
the Toyota production system was generally regarded as the best in the world at the time, and 
GM was having a difficult time trying to figure out how to fix its disastrous performance record, 
especially with the now-defunct Fremont plant. Toyota jumped at the chance. After all, GM was 
the world’s largest company with the world’s largest supplier and dealer networks, and it was a 
chance for Toyota to establish a firmer foothold on U.S. soil. GM offered to use the Fremont 
facility, but the plant was not to be remodeled. Old equipment had to be used. Toyota said, 
“Fine.” GM indicated that because of the labor agreement, the joint venture couldn’t hire just 
anyone. UAW workers had to be hired first, and they would come back on the basis of seniority. 
The oldest and most recalcitrant employees, the ones who had complained about management 
the longest, were given first crack at jobs. Toyota said, “Fine.” Toyota just had one request, and 
that was to allow Toyota mangers to run the place, not GM managers. GM said, “Fine.” In late 
1985, the plant was opened. The name was changed to NUMMI - New United Motors 
Manufacturing Incorporated. For the first two years, the Chevy Nova was produced; then it was 
phased out and replaced by the Geo Prism and the Toyota Corolla... 

...Sales trends at the NUMMI plant were positive, quality and customer satisfaction 
were the highest in the company, the Toyota Corolla had fewer glitches than the comparable care 
produced in Japan, and productivity doubled the corporate average. Two decades later, the 
NUMMI plant still continues to lead the company in most months in quality and productivity...this 
experiment still serves as an example to GM (and to other manufacturing businesses) of the 
dramatic improvement that is possible. 

How did the turnaround occur? What accounts for the dramatic improvement in 
performance? Multiple factors were involved, of course, but the best explanation of the most 
important factor can be illustrated by an interview with one of the production employees at 
NUMMI. He had worked in the facility for more than twenty years. He was asked to describe the 
difference he experienced between the plant while it was managed by GM and the plant after the 
joint venture was formed. This UAW member said that prior to the joint adventure, he would go 
home at night chuckling to himself about the things he had thought up during the day to mess up 
the system. He’d leave his sandwich behind the door panel of a car, for example. “Three months 
later, the customer would be driving down the road and wouldn’t be able to figure out where that 
terrible smell was coming from. It would be my rotten sandwich in the door,” he chuckled to 
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himself. Or he would put loose screws in the compartment frame that was to be welded shut. 
People riding in the car would never be able to tell exactly where that rattle was coming from 
because it would reverberate throughout the entire car. “They’ll never figure it out,” he said. 


“Now,” he commented, “because the number of job classifications has been so 
dramatically reduced [from more than 150 to 6], we have all been allowed to have personal 
business cards and to make up our own titles. The title I put on my car is ‘director of welding 
improvement.’” His job was to monitor certain robots that spot-welded parts of the frame 
together. “Now when I go to a San Francisco 49ers game or Golden State Warriors game or a 
shopping mall, I look for Geo Prisms and Toyota Corollas in the parking lot. When I see one, I 
take out my business card and write on the back of it, ‘I made your car. Any problems, call me.’ I 
put it under the windshield wiper of the car. I do it because I feel personally responsible for those 
cars.” 

The difference between Freemont in 1982 and Fremont in 1992...is a reflection of an 
organizational culture change. It was a gut-level, values-centered, in-the-bones change from 
viewing the world in one way in 1982 to viewing it completely differently a decade later. 
Employees had simply adopted a different way to think about the company and their role in it.’ 


ii. MARINE CORPS CULTURAL CHANGE 

Admittedly, the Marine Corps is not GM, and does not have nearly 
as many problems as the story above suggests. Nonetheless, cultural evolution is 
central to any organization’s ability to survive and thrive in the face of competitors and 
challenges (Cameron and Quinn, 2011). In addition, some of the Marine Corps’ 
toughest present issues and anticipated future challenges have the potential to be 
addressed by making intelligent, intentional, and timely cultural adjustments. Diagnosis 
and analysis of current and desired organizational culture is simply the first step toward 
making smart, decisive adjustments. 

The data highlights an undeniably call to shift toward greater flexibility and 
discretion. Specifically, analysis highlighted the desire to reduce hierarchy and market 
cultures and move toward adhocracy and clan cultures to varying degrees. Perhaps, it 
is time to conscientiously initiate organizational change in the Marine Corps. Cameron 
and Quinn (2011) have identified a six step process to initiate cultural change, and 
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highlight individual change as central to this effort. However, recommendations for such 
initiatives are beyond the scope of the present study, and are t left for future work. 
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IV. RECOMMENDATIONS AND SUMMARY 


A. RECOMMENDATIONS 

Based on the data and results of this study, the following actions are 
recommended: 

Initiate internal discussion within the Marine Corps to raise awareness of the 
value of culture, and the need to manage it, by publishing the current (“now”) 
and preferred Marine Corps organizational culture profiles in the Marine 
Corps Gazette, 

- Encourage and fund follow-on research to expand the dataset vertically and 
laterally; obtain a General Officer and Staff Non-commissioned Officer data 
set if possible; validate the current and future profiles; gather data to observe 
cultural change over time, 

- Encourage and fund future research to formulate recommendations for 
adjustments to programs, policies, or other mechanisms designed to initiate 
any truly desired organizational culture changes. 

B. SUMMARY 

The Organizational Culture Assessment Instrument was administered by the 
Senior Marine Office to 173 students at the Naval Postgraduate School in an effort to: 

Identify current Marine Corps organizational culture in terms of the Competing 
Values Framework, 

- Qualitatively compare current Marine Corp culture to other organizations or 
industries, 
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Identify possible changes to current culture to address current and future 
competitors or challengers, 

- Assess whether service community and rank-specific sub-cultures exist. 

Confidence intervals and other statistical measures were calculated for the data 
and compared to the results of similar analysis as reported by other authors. These 
calculations were subsequently used for qualitative analysis of the data. Quantitative 
and qualitative analysis yielded the following results: 

In terms of the Competing Values Framework, the current Marine Corps 
organizational culture is 21.2 percent clan, 13.4 adhocracy, 35.4 percent 
market, and 29.9 percent hierarchy, respectively. The current organizational 
culture is weighted toward stability and control, and weighted toward external 
focus and differentiation. 

- The current Marine Corps organizational culture profile most closely 
resembles the average profile for the transportation, communications, electric, 
gas, and sanitary industries (non-government/government, highly-regulated, 
service providers). The current Marine Corps profile is also very similar to the 
average U.S. or Western organizational culture profile for any mature 
organization. In this sense, Marine Corps culture is not particularly unique, 
but rather it is mature. And, it may be significantly different from the cultures 
of our sister-services. Further research would be needed to prove this 
conjecture. 

In terms of the Competing Values Framework, the desire to move toward 
flexibility and discretion (and away from stability and control) was observed in 
the data, and the desire to move toward external focus and differentiation 
(and away from internal focus and integration) was observed to a lesser 
extent. Specifically, the data revealed a desire to move from hierarchy and 
toward adhocracy culture in terms of the Dominant Characteristic, 


34 



Management of Employees, and Organizational Glue cultural dimensions. 
The data revealed a desire to move from market and toward clan culture in 
the Organizational Leadership cultural dimension. 

- No distinguishable Company and Field Grade sub-cultures were noted, 
suggesting that current Marine Corps organizational culture is vertically 
homogeneous. Air Officers found the current organizational culture to be 
more market-like (external focus and differentiation + stability and control), 
while Ground Officers found the current organizational culture to be more 
clan-like (internal focus and integration + flexibility and discretion). Service 
Support Officer fell in between, essentially a hybrid of the Air and Ground 
sub-culture. Thus, current Marine Corps organizational culture contains 
marginally distinguishable sub-cultures. 

The value of cultural change was illustrated with a story. And, the desire for 
cultural change (as represented by the data), in order for the Marine Corps to survive 
and thrive in the face of current and future competitors and challenges, was reiterated. 
Recommendations for future work were presented. Suggestions to initiate change were 
left to future work. 
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APPENDIX A. INSTRUCTIONS GIVEN TO MARINE OFFICERS FOR COMPLETING 
THE ORGANIZATIONAL CULTURE ASSESSMENT INSTRUMENT (OCAI) 


The following instructions to taking the Organizational Culture Assessment 
Instrument (OCAI) were read verbatim by personnel from the Office of the Senior 
Marine to Marine Officers (students) at Naval Postgraduate School during an “all-hands” 
meeting on December 9 th , 2014. 

“The purpose of the OCAI is to assess six key dimensions of 
organizational culture. In completing the instrument, you will be providing 
a picture of how your organization operates and the values that 
characterize it. No right or wrong answers exist for these questions, just 
as there is no right or wrong culture. Every organization will most likely 
produce a different set of responses. Therefore, be as accurate as you 
can in responding to the questions so that your resulting cultural diagnosis 
will be as precise as possible. 

You are being asked to rate the Marine Corps, as a whole, in the 
questions. 

The OCAI consists of six questions. Each question has four 
alternatives. Divide 100 points among these four alternatives depending 
on the extent to which each alternative is similar to your own organization. 

Give a higher number of points to the alternative that is most similar to 
your organization. For example, in question one, if you think alternative A 
is very similar to your organization, alternative B and C are somewhat 
similar, and alternative D is hardly similar at all, you might give 55 points 
to A, 20 points to B and C, and five points to D. Just be sure your total 
equals 100 points for each question. 
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Note, that the first pass through each of the six questions is labelled 
“Now”. This refers to the culture, as it exists today. After you complete 
the “Now”, you will find the questions repeated under a heading of 
“Preferred”. Your answers to these questions should be based on how 
you would like the organization to look five years from now. Or, to put it 
another way, your “Preferred” answers should be based on how it should 
change to address our current and future challenges. 

You will be given 10 minutes to complete the assessment. Once 
completed, please sit quietly, and wait for the time limit to expire. You will 
be asked to pass your questionnaires to the middle after the time limit 
expires. 

Are there any questions?” 


There were no questions. The hardcopies were collected, and the data collated 
and passed to the consultant for subsequent analysis. 
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APPENDIX B. BLANK COPY OF THE ORGANIZATIONAL CULTURE 
ASSESSMENT INSTRUMENT (OCAI) 


The following is a blank copy of the OCAI administered (in hardcopy as a single¬ 
page, front and back document) to Marine Officers at the Naval Postgraduate School in 
December 2014. Note, the OCAI is copyrighted by Cameron and Quinn (2011), 
although permission is given for public use. 

The Organizational Culture Assessment Instrument 

- You are assessing the Marine Corps as an organization. When answering the following question please 
consider only time spent in the Operating Forces, not your experiences while at NPS. 

- Divide 100 points among each of the four alternatives depending on the extent to which each alternative 
is similar to the Marine Corps. Give more points to the alternative that is most similar to the Marine Corps 
“now” & your “preferred” distribution based on how you think the Marine Corps should look 5 years from 
now in order to address our current and future challenges. 

A + B + C + D should total to 100. Rank:_MOS:_ 


1. Dominant Characteristics 

Now 

Preferred 

A 

The organization is a very personal place. It is like an extended family. 
People seem to share a lot of themselves. 



B 

The organization is a very dynamic entrepreneurial place. People are 
willing to stick their necks out and take risks. 



C 

The organization is very results oriented. A major concern is with 
getting the job done. People are very competitive and achievement 
oriented. 



D 

The organization is a very controlled and structured place. Formal 
procedures generally govern what people do. 




Total 



2. Organizational Leadership 

Now 

Preferred 

A 

The leadership in the organization is generally considered to exemplify 
mentoring, facilitating, or nurturing. 



B 

The leadership in the organization is generally considered to exemplify 
entrepreneurship, innovating, or risk taking. 



C 

The leadership in the organization is generally considered to exemplify a 
no-nonsense, aggressive, results-oriented focus. 
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D The leadership in the organization is generally considered to exemplify 
coordinating, organizing, or smooth-running efficiency. 




3. Management of Employees 


The management style in the organization is characterized by teamwork, 
consensus, and participation. 


B The management style in the organization is characterized by individual 
risk-taking, innovation, freedom, and uniqueness. 


The management style in the organization is characterized by hard- 
driving competitiveness, high demands, and achievement. 


The management style in the organization is characterized by security of 
employment, conformity, predictability, and stability in relationships. 


Preferred 










4. Organization Glue 


The glue that holds the organization together is loyalty and mutual trust. 
Commitment to this organization runs high. 


B The glue that holds the organization together is commitment to 

innovation and development. There is an emphasis on being on the 
cutting edge. 


The glue that holds the organization together is the emphasis on 
achievement and goal accomplishment. Aggressiveness and winning 
are common themes. 


D The glue that holds the organization together is formal rules and 
policies. Maintaining a smooth-running organization is important. 



Preferred 










5. Strategic Emphases 


A The organization emphasizes human development. High trust, 
openness, and participation persist. 


B The organization emphasizes acquiring new resources and creating new 
challenges. Trying new things and prospecting for opportunities are 
valued. 


C The organization emphasizes competitive actions and achievement. 
Hitting stretch targets and winning in the marketplace are dominant. 


Preferred 
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D 

The organization emphasizes permanence and stability. Efficiency, 
control and smooth operations are important. 




Total 



6. Criteria of Success 

Now 

Preferred 

A 

The organization defines success on the basis of the development of 
human resources, teamwork, employee commitment, and concern for 
people. 



B 

The organization defines success on the basis of having the most 
unique or newest products. It is a product leader and innovator. 



C 

The organization defines success on the basis of winning in the 
marketplace and outpacing the competition. Competitive market 
leadership is key. 



D 

The organization defines success on the basis of efficiency. 

Dependable delivery, smooth scheduling and low-cost production are 
critical. 




Total 




When finished, please sit quietly and wait for further instructions. 
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APPENDIX C. RAW ORGANIZATIONAL CULTURE ASSESSMENT INSTRUMENT 

(OCAI) DATA 


See following pages. 
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